This paper considers two very different 1960s adaptations of the Carmen narrative --1-2-3-4 ou Les Collants noirs (1962) and Carmen 63 (1963)--to show how they articulate common social and political concerns. The first of these, common to many of the Carmen films, is the fear of women's increasing independence, linked to the development of the post-war consumer culture. The second is a converging concern with the Algerian War, hidden deep in the films, but emerging symptomatically through, amongst other features, the choice of star in one of the films (Jacques Charrier), the fear of the 'foreign', and the dilution of Carmen as a nineteenth-century French heritage icon.
At the time of its premiere in 1949, Carmen was the last word in chic; today it seems as much an emblem of its time as the New Look. And just like Dior's signature couture collection, Carmen came as a shock to post-war society. Audiences in those days expected ballerinas to appear as fairies or enchanted maidens; what they got was Jeanmaire's tough, gamine anti-heroine, a Carmen who embraces her fate with an existential largesse. All of the characters in Petit's condensed dance version (…) are spiky, modern malcontents, and Petit reflects this in the movement vocabulary. This is a ballet almost entirely made up of grand gestures, and there is a belligerence to the posturing. (Bowen, 2002) But the main reason for the scandal was the eroticism of the choreography. A recent appraisal of Jeanmaire's performance speaks of 'the slutty tilt of her shoulders and hips, the sullen, demanding stab of her pointes against the floor and the wantonly explicit demeanour of the love scenes between her and Petit' (Mackrell, 2002: 5) ; as Linda Hutcheon says, 'the lovers' choreographed interactions are decidedly risqué for the times' (Hutcheon, 2006: 164) . The pas de deux in Don José's bedroom culminates in a striking and highly erotic pose as Petit lies on the floor with Jeanmaire lying on her front and arching upwards from his crotch, literalising the penis suggested by her nickname, Zizi (see Figure 1) ; Life in 1949 called the ballet 'an erotic romp ' (Life, 1949: 94) , and the caption for a still of this shot on the same page reads: 'emotional peak at finish of long love scene draws loudest applause of the evening'. The ballet was filmed some ten years later, and the film of which it formed part opened the twenty-first Venice Film Festival on 24 August 1960 under the title Un, deux, trois, quatre!, the allusion being to the four pieces of which 'Carmen' was one; it went on general release in France on 13 June 1962 under the title 1-2-3-4 ou Les Collants noirs (Black Tights in the UK and the USA). i The theatrical trailer described Jeanmaire as 'that curvaceous sorceress (…), one of the world's most provocative performers', and described the 'Carmen' section as 'the tale of a fiery temptress who destroyed her love and herself through passion'. Bruxelles, 1963) . Similarly, a UK reviewer also praised Young's direction, which 'concentrates on the dance while relieving the enclosed atmosphere of conventional filmed ballet with head-on shots and skilful use of studio cranes. (…) Young's touch is nicely stylized, as in the death scene in Carmen' (Monthly Film Bulletin, 1961: 126) . The disparity in the views between French and nonFrench reviewers suggests fault lines which need to be teased out. I shall do so once I have considered the other 1960s version of Carmen, a Franco-Italian co-production.
Carmen 63
Released Consternation at the transposition to modern times surfaces in many of the reviews, and was no doubt part of the reason why the film was poorly received, as it was unfavourably contrasted with Otto Preminger's Carmen Jones (1954), one of the first Carmen films to be set in modern times, and unviewable in France due to copyright restrictions invoked by the Bizet estate. Carmen 63 was said to be 'insignifiant' (Intérim, 1963) , full of 'poncifs' with characters 'tirés de bande dessinée' (Lachize, 1963) ; more nastily it was 'plus voisine de zéro que de 63' (France-Soir, 1963) , with Télérama's reviewer being particularly vituperative: 'la platitude le dispute à la sottise, la médiocrité à la convention. Seul l'ennui triomphe' (Trémois, 1963) .
One of the reasons for the unpleasantness is the fact that it was a co-production. One reviewer ends his piece with an ironic comment which makes clear that it is the fact that the film is a co-production which matters: 'C'est sans doute une de ces réussites du cinema franco-italien qui s'est mis en tête de "réparer" les excès de "la nouvelle vague"!' (Chapier, 1963) . To understand the antipathy towards co-productions by industry professionals, it is worth explaining briefly the context of French cinema in the 1950s. With the advent of television and the leisure society, spectator figures had plummeted during the 1950s, even if the number of films had remained more or less the same (about 115 per annum) at a time when the cost of making films was rising. This was in some part thanks to co-productions.
The French producer André Paulvé had been co-producing with the Italians since 1939;
Christian-Jaque had made a version of Carmen in the 1940s (made in 1942 and released in 1945) in Italy with La Scalera, one of several Italian companies involved in co-productions.
France and Italy had signed an agreement for co-productions as early as February 1949, and in the decade which followed there had been some 382 co-productions, of which 325 were with Italian producers (see Crisp, 1993: 79-82) . In 1960, there were 199 'French' films, but only 79 of them were 100% French, with Italy accounting for some 80% of the coproductions (Frodon, 1995: 138; for more details see Gili and Tassone, 1995) . Although coproductions may well have kept the French industry healthy, they were resented. In the case of Carmen 63, this was all the more so because it was a mainly Italian film doing a disservice by its vulgarity to a French national treasure: 'La nouvelle de Mérimée ne mérite peut-être pas cette indignation' (Chapier, 1963) .
In the light of the concerns about co-productions, it is no surprise that the stars were differently treated by French reviewers, in ways which can only seem xenophobic today (see Figure 2 ). Ralli was 'sauvée par sa plastique' (Lachize, 1963) , while comments on Charrier, 'notre compatriote' (Intérim, 1963) , revolve around the issue that he is a foreign body. He is ill at ease, 'emprunté sous l'uniforme, assez maladroit' (Intérim, 1963) ; '(il) se promène dans cette histoire avec le masque d'ennui de celui qui se demande ce qu'il fait là' (Lachize, 1963) ; and 'seul le visage de Jacques Charrier sauve le film d'une indéniable vulgarité' (Chapier, 1963) . Figure 2 is representative of the misalignment between the two stars:
Charrier comes across as stilted, and spends much of the film frowning; while Ralli is stereotypically Italian, with strong gestures, wide-open eyes and pouting lips. Clouzot's La Vérité (1960) when he knew she was pregnant, saying to her agent, according to Bardot's memoirs: 'Je suis son mari ! C'est moi qui dorénavant déciderai de ce que ma femme tournera ou ne tournera pas ! Or je n'ai plus envie qu'elle tourne, il faudra qu'à l'avenir elle s'occupe de son bébé' (Bardot, 1996: 321) . Their relationship was stormy; he frequently lost his temper, and beat her on at least one occasion during her pregnancy, according to Bardot (Bardot, 1996: 334 A main source of Brigitte Bardot's appeal was that she was like a female James Dean, with her almost masculine aura of independence and rebelliousness. At the same time,
she exuded sex-appeal even when wearing jeans. She became a symbol, almost a product, of the collective imagination of adolescent females, who yearned for lives of action and intense experience rather than those led by their mothers. (Laubier, 1990: 31) Things had certainly changed for women more generally since the 1920s. The advent of rapid urbanisation and the consumer and leisure society meant that women had more time, thanks to household appliances, and were more mobile thanks to the rapid spread of car ownership:
'ten times more women had driving licences in 1959 than in 1949' (Laubier, 1990: 28) .
Women were also more financially independent. created by household appliances. Whichever way one looks at it, women were gradually freeing themselves from the tutelage of their husbands, and were more likely to cater to their own desires.
Freedom at home and abroad
Charrier's behaviour towards Bardot was legal, therefore, but quickly becoming out of date.
Carmen 63 would have signaled the new morality: the natural, the sensuous, the rebellious.
And the last two were undoubtedly also signaled in Zizi Jeanmaire's 'aggressive' performance in her husband's ballet. Women's magazines both intimated freedom for women through consumerism, while at the same time constraining them through domesticity (Weiner 2000: 153-56) . Social and political conditions for women operated a similar double standard by giving them the vote and increasing financial independence through the credit culture, but keeping them under the tutelage of their husbands. In much the same way, these two films put aggressively independent women on display, foregrounding their desires, but punishing them for those desires. Not only do the films' narratives operate in this way, but so too do other elements. What was revolutionary in formal terms in 1949 is obviously not so revolutionary ten years later, especially not when the narrative is framed by Chevalier; similarly, Bardot is present liminally as threat, but is neutralised by Carmen 63's use of an Italian actress.
Punishment of the desiring woman, the standard function of the Carmen narrative, is one major reason, I would contend, for the reappearance of the Carmen story in film in the 1960s.
The Carmen narrative resurfaces because it functions in very specific circumstances to enable the representation of women's desires while also containing them. The message, then, is:
'you can enjoy the new freedoms changing circumstances are offering you. But don't go too far; remember that your husband is still your master'. That message of threatened mastery leads us to the second and equally determining historical circumstance for understanding these two films, which had very little to do with the domestic sphere: the Algerian War. Charrier apparaît en fringant officier' (Choulant, 2009: 101) . The war surfaces occasionally in the text of her memoirs during this period, not least when she was threatened with extortion by the clandestine far-right organisation, the OAS, in November 1961. She subsequently went public with the extortion letter, the first French person to do so, despite the fact that many had been threatened in this period (Bardot, 1996: 421 Beneath the surface, then, the films articulate deep-rooted fears. I have signaled two strands of interpretation for these films: the changing role of women, and the Algerian crisis.
I contend that the two are intimately connected. Given that the previous French adaptation of Carmen dates back to the early 1940s, and that the next adaptations were not until the mid1980s, it is legitimate to ask the question: why do these two films appear at the moment of the Algerian crisis? The Carmen story is about the punishment of a woman for wanting to be free. Culturally and politically, then, these two films manage subtextually to equate the freedom of women and the freedom of the Algerian liberation fighters, and to contain both of them by their narrative structure; vi meanwhile, the males take the back stage so that the 
